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Abstract
Objective: Cognitive aging is commonly associated with a decrease in executive functioning (EF). A speciﬁc component of EF, semantic
inhibition, is addressed in the present study, which presents a meta-analytic review of the literature that has evaluated the performance on
the Hayling Sentence Completion test in young and older groups of individuals in order to assess the magnitude of the age effect.
Method: A systematic search involving Web of Science, PsyINFO, PsychARTICLE, and MedLine databases and Google Scholar was
performed. A total of 11 studies were included in this meta-analysis, encompassing a total of 887 participants; 440 young and 447 older
adults. The effect sizes for group differences on four measures of the Hayling test, latency responses and error scores on the Automatic and
Inhibition sections of the test were calculated using the Comprehensive Meta-Analysis software package
Results: The results revealed large age effects for response latencies in both the Automatic (Hedges’ g = 0.81) and Inhibitory conditions
(Hedges’ g = 0.98), though the latter two effect sizes did not differ from each other. In contrast, analysis of errors revealed a signiﬁcant dif-
ference between the small effect seen in the Automatic condition (Hedges’ g = 0.13) relative to the moderate effect seen in the Inhibition
condition (Hedges’ g = 0.55).
Conclusions: These results may be important for a better understanding of the inhibitory functioning in elderly individuals, although they
should be interpreted with caution because of the limited number of studies in the literature to date.
Keywords: Hayling task; Meta-analysis; Aging
Inhibition can be deﬁned as a process that suppresses irrelevant information that interferes with carrying out the task in
progress (the task the individual is currently doing). This ability is necessary in order to overcome prepotent, well-learned,
automated behaviors in novel situations that require a different response (Shallice, 1988). Inhibition is a central component of
executive control, and its impairment impedes accomplishing complex cognitive tasks. The executive functioning (EF) model
by Norman and Shallice (1986) proposes that inhibitory processes act under the control of the Supervisory Attentional
System (SAS), which generates, selects, and initiates appropriate cognitive schemas in response to novel and challenging si-
tuations. The main characteristic of this model is the distinction it makes between automatic and controlled processes. The
automatic activation of certain behaviors would not be sufﬁcient in a situation that requires a novel sequence of actions, errors
correction, or overcoming strong habitual responses.
Cognitive aging is characterized by changes in inhibitory capacities (Hasher, Stoltzfus, Zacks & Rypma, 1991). Compared
to young adults, older adults frequently present less efﬁcient inhibitory mechanisms, and it is often suggested that this
decrease accounts for larger part of the cognitive changes associated with age. This decrease in inhibitory capacities with
aging has been linked to brain changes, more precisely to changes in the frontal lobes. Clinical studies (Burgess & Shallice,
1996; Shallice, 1988; Stuss & Alexander, 2000Q3 ) and neuroimaging studies (Hornberger, Geng & Hodges, 2011; West, 1996)
conﬁrm the involvement of the frontal lobes in inhibitory control. However, there is also evidence indicating that other brain
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structures, in addition to the frontal lobes, contribute to the performance on tests that measure inhibition (Andrés & Van der
Linden, 2001).
Some research suggests that inhibition deﬁcits are also an important feature of the cognitive deterioration in the early
stages of dementia (Amineva, Philips, Della Sala & Henry, 2004; Perry, Watson & Hodges, 2000) and could have a signiﬁ-
cant impact on everyday activities in older age (Lawton & Brody, 1969). Thus, the measurement of inhibitory cognitive
capacities plays a central role in the early diagnosis of mild cognitive impairment and Alzheimer’s disease (Nathan,
Wilkinson, Stammers & Low, 2001), and it is a valuable indicator (along with other cognitive tests) in the prognosis of fron-
totemporal dementia (Hornberger, Piguet, Kipps & Hodges, 2008).
Speciﬁcally, failures in semantic inhibition are frequently measured with the Hayling Sentence Completion test (Burgess &
Shallice, 1997). The tasks used in this test are based on the SAS theoretical framework which proposes that two cognitive pro-
cesses control our actions and thoughts. One of them is responsible for the routine everyday tasks, and the other operates in
non-routine more challenging tasks. In the Hayling test, the individual is presented with 30 sentences where the last word is
missing. In the ﬁrst 15 sentences (Automatic section), the word is strongly cued by the preceding context, and the individual
has to complete the sentence by producing the missing word (e.g., in the sentence “This man has travelled everywhere around
the…”, the correct response would be “world”). In the next 15 sentences (Inhibition section), a word that makes no sense in
the sentence context or is unrelated to the target word must be given by the individual. For instance, for the sentence “Most
sharks attack very close to the…”, the participant could give the word “table”. Thus, in order to complete the sentence, the
individual has to inhibit the automatic response coast and generate a new unrelated word.
In both the Initiation and Inhibition sections, the number of errors and the response time (RT) are registered. Thus, the
test provides four raw measures: Mean RT in the Automatic and Inhibition sections and number of errors in the Automatic
and Inhibition sections. The errors in both sections are weighted according to the following procedure (Burgess & Shallice,
1997): In the Automatic section, when the individual respond with the correct completion word he/she receives an error
score of 0 (no error), while responses somewhat connected to the target word receive an error score of 1, and responses
unrelated to the sentence receive an error score of 3. There is no answer that can obtain a 2-point score. In the Inhibition
section, the system for weighing the errors is the opposite. Thus, a weighted error score can be calculated by adding the
error points. Additionally, in line with Burgess and Shallice (1997), an “overall scaled score” can be constructed from
the addition of scaled scores derived from RTs in the Automatic and Inhibition sections separately and errors made in the
Inhibition section.
This test was initially designed by Burgess and Shallice (1997) to assess executive dysfunction in patients with frontal
lobe lesions. These patients showed longer response latencies and more errors. More recently, the test’s sensitivity to normal
aging has also been evaluated in different studies (reviewed in the present meta-analysis). The Hayling test has frequently
been used in the aging population to measure inhibition control because it has many advantages: it is easy to give, it takes a
short time to complete, and visual impairment or motor difﬁculties are not an impediment for the individual. This test, which
was designed for English-speaking individuals (Burgess & Shallice, 1997), has been adapted to other languages such as
French (Andrés & Van der Linden, 2000), Spanish (Abusamra, Miranda & Ferreres, 2007), Chinese (Chan, Shum,
Toulopoulou & Chen, 2008), and Brazilian-Portuguese (Fonseca, Oliveira, Gindri, Zimmermann & Reppold, 2010).
Bielak, Mansueti, Strauss and Dixon (2006) presented normative data for the Hayling test for healthy middle-aged and old-
er English-speaking participants distributed in seven different age groups from 53 to 90 years old. The results of their study
showed that advancing age was associated with poorer performance on the four measures of the test: RTs and number of er-
rors in the Initiation and Inhibition sections. The results from the study by Abusamra and colleagues (2007) with people from
30 to over 65 years old indicated age effects, but only for RTs in the Automatic section. Other studies (Frias, Dixon &
Srauss, 2006, 2009) that compared the performance of young–old (YO) to old–old (OO) participants on the test using the
“overall scaled score” found lower scores in the OO than in the YO group. Moreover, the studies by Yeung, Fischer and
Dixon (2009), and Wang and Su (2013) reported signiﬁcant differences in the number of errors in the Inhibition section of
the test. However, other studies (Lin, Chan, Zheng, Yang & Wang, 2007) found age differences only in the number of errors
in the Automatic section.
In addition, some studies have compared older adults to young adults. In most of them, the older adults frequently pro-
duced more errors and longer response latencies than the young group, but an absolute consensus does not exist. For instance,
most of the studies found an impaired performance in older adults on the error scores in the Inhibition section, but not in the
Automatic section (Andrés & Van der Linden, 2000; Bastin & Van der Linden, 2003; Borella, Ludwig, Fagot & de
Ribaupierre, 2011a; Collette, Germain, Hogge & Van der Linden, 2009; Collette, Grandjean, Lorant & Bastin, 2014; Wang &
Su, 2013). However, the study by Belànger and Belleville (2009) reported signiﬁcant differences between young and older
groups in the number of errors in both the Automatic and Inhibition sections, while Tournier, Posta and Mathey (2014) found
that older adults made fewer errors than younger adults.
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Regarding the response latencies, Andrés and Van der Linden (2000), Belànger and Belleville (2009), and Belleville,
Rouleau and Van der Linden (2006) found signiﬁcant age differences in the RTs in the Inhibition section, but not in the
Automatic section. On the other hand, Tournier and colleagues (2014) found signiﬁcant differences between young and older
groups in both Sections, whereas, Borella and colleagues (2011a) observed age differences, but only in those participants
(both young and older groups) whose working memory (WM) scores were high (but not in the groups with lower WM
scores).
Thus, it seems that there is no clear agreement about the exact effects of age on each of the different measures of the
Hayling task. Methodological differences in the study design or different procedures used to administer the test could explain
this apparent lack of agreement. For instance, the study by Borella and colleagues (2011a), whose objective was to explore
the inﬂuence of WM capacity on the performance on the Hayling task, used an extreme group design, that is, participants
whose scores on a WM task were either very high or very low (while the majority of studies used participants whose WM
scores were in the middle range).
Regarding the procedure adopted to administer the test and register the responses, there are also some differences. While
some studies adopted the classic paradigm by Burgess and Shallice (1997) (Bastin & Van der Linden, 2003; Belleville et al.,
2006; Collette et al., 2009, 2014; Morrone, Declercq, Novella & Beshe., 2010; Stites, Federmeier & Stine-Morrow, 2013;
Wang & Su, 2013), other studies used adapted versions of the original test. For example, in the original procedure, the sen-
tences in the Automatic section were presented ﬁrst, followed by the sentences in the Inhibition section (blocked format). All
the sentences were presented orally to the individual, and the responses were registered manually. The RTs were also mea-
sured manually with a stop-watch. Other studies (Belànger & Belleville, 2009; Borella et al., 2011a; Tournier et al., 2014)
used a computerized procedure in where the sentences were visually and/or orally presented on a computer, which also regis-
tered the RT and the errors. Moreover, these three studies used a switching format (or “unblocked”), in other words, all the
sentences in the Automatic and Inhibition sections were presented in a randomized order (so that the participant has to contin-
ually switch between the instruction to respond with the semantically-related word or the unrelated word), instead of the clas-
sic “blocked” format, where the participants were ﬁrst presented with the sentences in the Automatic section, and then those
in the Inhibition section. In addition, the study by Tournier and colleagues (2014) used a different procedure to obtain the re-
sponses; instead of asking the participants to generate the required word, the participants were presented with two words and
had to choose the required one.
Given the theoretical and clinical importance of a correct knowledge about the age-related decrease in inhibitory function-
ing, the present study aimed to review and synthesize ﬁndings from published studies that evaluated the performance on the
Hayling task in young and older participants. The objective was to shed more light on the exact effects of normal aging on
the performance on each of the dependent measures of this test, and to interpret the results of each study in the context of all
the other studies. The use of large samples in this research area is not common; therefore, a meta-analytic study is a good way
to approach this issue. By combining the results of all these studies through meta-analysis, the magnitude of the age effect
can be better clariﬁed. To date, no meta-analytic studies have been conducted with this purpose in mind.
In the present study, the overall (summarized) estimated effect sizes were calculated for each of the four measures of the
Hayling test (RTs and error scores for the Initiation and Inhibition sections) from published studies that compared young (con-
trol group) and older participants. Their magnitudes provided a quantitative measure of the differences between young and
older adults on the different dependent measures of the test.
In addition, in this study, no attempt was made to summarize the results of studies comparing different age decades
because the few existing published studies that report data about this test in different decades or age groups (Abusamra et al.,
2007; Bielak et al., 2006; Oliveira, Pedron, Gonçalves-Gurgel, Tozzi-Reppold & Fonseca et al., 2012) did not use equivalent
age ranges in each group. In the same way, no attempt was made to summarize the results comparing YO to OO because the
few existing published studies reported different outcomes on the Hayling test. For instance, Lin and colleagues (2007) re-
ported the error scores in the Automatic and Inhibition sections, while Wang and Su (2013) and Yeung and colleagues (2009)
reported the error scores only in the Inhibition section. On the other hand, the studies by Frias and colleagues (2006, 2009) re-
ported the “overall scaled score”.
Materials and Methods
Search for and Selection for Primary Studies
A systematic search involving Web of Science, PsyINFO, PsychARTICLE, and MedLine databases and the Internet (e.g.,
Google Scholar) was performed using the combination of the following terms as search parameters: “Hayling sentence
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completion test” OR, “Hayling test”, OR “Hayling task”, AND “older adults”, OR “aging”. No limits were applied regarding
publication dates. Additionally, a manual search was conducted for articles cited on the reference lists of the initial pool of
selected articles and in the indexes of the journals that publish most of the papers in the ﬁeld.
The following inclusion criteria were used to select studies:
(a) The study had to be published in a peer-reviewed journal.
(b) The study had to include a control group of young participants and one or more groups of older participants over
60 years of age with no cognitive, neurological, and psychiatric disorders, drug or alcohol addiction, and/or sensory
impairment. The study could include additional groups of older participants, such as a group with some type of
dementia, but the data corresponding to these groups were not included in the present analysis.
(c) The study had to report at least one of the four measures from the Hayling test.
(d) The study had to report means and standard deviations (SDs) for at least one of the Hayling measures, or other sta-
tistics convertible to effect size Cohen’s d (and Hedges’ g), such as t-tests or univariate F-tests. In addition, the way
the scores were calculated had to be clearly explained in the article.
The study selection was carried out by the authors, who independently screened search results for initial eligibility based on
the title, abstract, and full-text reading of all the potentially eligible studies. In order to establish the reliability of the article
inclusion, inter-rater agreement was calculated by using Cohen’s Kappa, with 89% agreement, resulting in 92 studies prese-
lected from the electronic search supplemented by one study obtained by scanning reference lists of previous reviews, result-
ing in a total of 93 articles. After excluding duplicate articles, 73 articles were included in the initial pool. Based on the
inclusion criteria, this initial pool of published articles was then reduced to 11 articles. The degree of inter-reviewer agreement
was 91%. Fig. 1 shows the ﬂowchart for the published studies included and excluded in the current meta-analysis.
It is worth explaining in more detail that ﬁve of the preselected studies had to be excluded because they did not meet the
(d) criteria: These ﬁve articles reported some measure of the Hayling test (from combining some of the four raw measures),
from which we could not derive the raw measures. For instance, Amiri and colleagues (2014) reported a “ﬁnal score”; Bailey
and Henry (2008) reported the “overall scaled score” described by Burgess and Shallice (1997); Borella, Carretti and Beni
(2008) calculated “correct scores in the Automatic section–Inhibition section”, but did not report them separately; Borella,
Delaloye, Lecerf, Renaud and Ribaupierre (2009) calculated an “interference index”, and the study by Borella, Ghisletta and
de Ribaupierre (2011b) did not offer information about the way the performance on the Hayling test was scored.
Among the selected studies in the present meta-analysis, two of them included (along with the young and healthy older
groups of participants) one or more groups of participants with mild cognitive impairment and/or Alzheimer’s disease
(Belànger & Belleville, 2009; Belleville et al., 2006). In these cases, the data corresponding to these two groups of partici-
pants with dementia were not included in the meta-analysis. In the same way, another study (Wang & Su, 2013) reported data
from two groups of older participants: YO and OO (as well as the data from the control group of young participants), but the
data from the OO group was not included in the present meta-analysis because the mean age of this group was higher than
the one corresponding to the rest of the studies in the selected pool.
In addition, four of the studies reported two or more sets of data: (i) the study by Borella and colleagues (2011a) reported
two sets of data, one corresponding to participants with high WM (both young and older groups), and the other for partici-
pants with low WM; (ii) the study by Tournier and colleagues (2014) reported two sets of data corresponding to two formats
of the Hayling test: blocked versus unblocked designs; and ﬁnally, (iii) the study by Collette and colleagues (2014) presented
two sets of data corresponding to participants (both young and older) with “standard” versus “strong” episodic memory (EM).
Although these studies present differences in their participant characteristics and methodology, they were included in the pres-
ent meta-analysis, and later an analysis of moderator variables was performed in order to study their possible impact on the
effect size. In all, the present meta-analysis included 11 studies (14 sets of data).
Coding the Measures of the Hayling TestQ4
The pool of selected studies was examined in order to extract relevant data to perform the meta-analysis. The authors
coded the different dependent variables of the Hayling test independently. Agreement between coders was 97%. Any dis-
agreement between raters was resolved by discussion. Four dependent measures from the Hayling test were coded: (a) RT in
the Automatic section, (b) RT in the Inhibition section, (c) error scores in the Automatic section, and (d) error scores in the
Inhibition section. Shorter RTs and fewer errors in both sections indicated better performance, that is, better semantic
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inhibitory capacity. Thus, higher scores (worse performance) were typically observed in older participants, compared to youn-
ger participants, in the literature.
All the studies included in the present meta-analysis reported at least one of these four measures, which were entered as
means and SDs. It should be noted that one of the studies (Tournier et al., 2014) reported the standard errors, which were
transformed into SDs. In some cases, the authors were contacted to request these statistics. Additionally, some variables that
were considered relevant for the study were coded, such as the mean age (and SD), years of formal education, and vocabulary
in the young and older groups. The participants’ language and the procedure followed to administer the test were also coded
(Table 1).
Study Quality Assessment
The methodological quality of the studies included was assessed by means of an 11-item quality checklist derived from
STROBE (Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology, www.strobe-statement.org) adapted to
meet the objectives of the present meta-analysis. These criteria were that the study had to present (i) clear objectives and
hypotheses; (ii) sufﬁcient characteristics of study participants from both samples regarding number of participants; (iii) regard-
ing gender distribution; (iv) and demographic characteristics; (v) eligibility criteria for the elderly participants as well as
Articles identified through database
searching
(n = 92)
Additional articles identified through
reference lists
(n = 1)
Total preselected articles
(n = 93)
Articles screened
(n = 73)
Articles excluded because
they did not met the (a), (b),
and (c) criteria.
(n = 57)
Full-text articles assessed for
eligibility
(n = 11)
- Automatic section. Latency responses: 8 studies (10 datasets).
- Inhibition section. Latency responses: 9 studies (12 datasets).
- Automatic section. Error scores: 5 studies (7 datasets)
- Inhibition section: Error scores: 11 studies (14 datasets)
Articles excluded because
they did not met the (d)
criterion
(n = 5)
Articles removed because
they were duplicated
(n = 20)
Fig. 1. Flowchart for the inclusion of the studies in the present meta-analysis.
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information about cognitive assessment; (vi) a clear deﬁnition of all the variables; (vii) a clear explanation of assessment
methods for each measure of the Hayling test; (viii) a description of any efforts to address potential confounders; (ix) a report
on summary measures of the dependent variable; (x) a description of statistical methods; and (xi) an interpretation of the re-
sults. It is worth noting that, in the present meta-analysis, each study had different objectives. In some of them, the measure-
ment of the performance on the Hayling test was not their primary objective. Thus, they may not provide exhaustive
information about the Hayling task compared to other studies in the pool.
The presence criterion received 1 point, and absence received 0 points. The total maximum score was 11 points. The two
authors evaluated each study independently, and the Pearson correlation coefﬁcient between their scores gave a value of
r = 0.98. Table 1 shows the quality values for each study (mean of the two judges). Most of the studies received between
nine and eleven points (between 77% and 100% of the total score). The quality scores were not used to weigh the studies or
to discard them from the meta-analysis.
Meta-Analysis Procedure
Overall, the 11 studies included in this meta-analysis encompassed a total of 887 participants; 440 young and 447 older
adults. The mean age of the older participants ranged from 64 to 72 years old, and from 20 to 26 years old for the group of
young participants (Table 1). All of the older individuals were reported to have normal cognitive status and good health.
The present meta-analysis was carried out using the Comprehensive Meta-analysis software (version 2.2.064) (Borenstein,
Hedges, Higgins & Rothstein, 2005). Four separate analyses were conducted, one for each of the four measures on the
Hayling test. As not all of the studies in the pool reported outcomes for the four measures on the Hayling test, each meta-
analysis included a different number of studies. Effect sizes for each study in each pool were calculated using Cohen’s d,
with corrections for small sample sizes using the so-called Hedges’ g (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). Cohen’s d (and Hedges’ g) is
a standardized metric obtained by calculating the difference between two means divided by the pooled SD for the two groups.
In the present meta-analysis, the older participants made up the target group (1st sample), and the younger participants were
consider the control group (2nd sample). Cohen’s d was calculated using the formula:
= −d M M
SD
,
pooled
1 2
where M1 and M2 are the means for the 1st and 2nd samples, and SDpooled is the pooled SD for the samples. SDpooled is prop-
erly calculated by
(= − ) + ( − )+ −⁎SD
n SD n SD
n n
1 1
2
.pooled
1 1
2
2 2
2
1 2
Thus, this metric allows the comparison of measures that employ different scales. Then, Cohen’s d values were converted
to Hedges’ g using the formula by Hedges and Olkin (1985):
⎛
⎝⎜
⎞
⎠⎟≅ − ( + ) −g d n n1
3
4 9
.
1 2
The effect size value of Hedges’ g reﬂects the magnitude of the age effect on the performance on the Hayling test for the
dependent variable measured. Values of g are interpreted according to Cohen’s guidelines (Cohen, 1992), where effect sizes
of 0.2 are considered small, 0.5 are considered medium, and 0.8 are considered large. In the present study, a positive value of
the effect size indicates an increase with age in the studied variable (either RTs or error scores). In other words, the older indi-
viduals have longer RTs and more errors than the younger ones, which is interpreted as poorer performance. By contrast, a
negative value of the effect size indicates a decrease with age in the RTs and errors, which is interpreted as better performance
by the older group, compared to the young group. The closer an effect size is to 0, the smaller the difference is between the
age groups. Furthermore, a 95% conﬁdence interval (CI) was calculated for each study effect size, to establish whether it was
statistically signiﬁcant.
If the number of available studies to compute the effect size was larger than three, an overall (summarized) effect size was
calculated using a random-effects model. This model was selected because it was considered more representative of the data,
in the present meta-analysis, than the ﬁxed-effects model. The selection of the model was based on our expectations about
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whether or not the studies shared a common effect size. As the studies in the pool had differences in the way the Hayling task
was administered, it was unlikely that all of them would be functionally equivalent. Thus, we cannot a priori assume homoge-
neity in the magnitudes of the effect sizes of the studies (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins & Rothstein, 2009; Hedges, 1994). The
overall effect size represents a weighted average of the effect sizes of the individual studies in the pool. The weight assigned
to each study to compute the overall effect size was the inverse variance (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). In the random effects the
weight includes two variance components: within-study variance and between-study variance.
Forest-plots were also obtained to examine the distribution of the effect sizes of individual studies in the pool, and to esti-
mate the impact of possible outliers. In order to examine the variations in effect sizes across studies, an overall Q-statistic was
used to test homogeneity, that is, to test whether the effect sizes of the studies could be assumed to have come from a single
population (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). The Q-statistic has a chi-square distribution with k−1 degrees of freedom, where k is the
number of studies. A signiﬁcant Q (if Q has a value of p < 0.05) indicates heterogeneity of the studies’ effect sizes. In addi-
tion, the I2 was used (Higgins & Thompson, 2002) as an indicator of the extent of the heterogeneity, and as a complement to
the Q-test. I2 values of 25%, 50%, and 75% suggest small, moderate, and large heterogeneity, respectively.
If there was heterogeneity in the effect sizes, an analysis of potential moderator variables was performed. The categorical
variables were (i) format used to administer the Hayling test (classic vs. adapted), and (ii) language of the participants
(English, French, Chinese). The quantitative variables were (i) mean age, (ii) years of education, and (iii) vocabulary of the
elderly sample (Table 1). Note that the gender distribution of the participants was not used as a moderator because there was
an insufﬁcient number of studies (<10) reporting this information. Table 1 shows that one study employed participants with
high versus low WM (Borella et al., 2011a), and another study employed participants with standard versus strong EM
(Collette et al., 2014). These two variables (WM and EM) were not used as moderator variables because there was only one
study in the pool with each of these characteristics.
For the categorical moderators the random-effectsQ5 ANOVA-analog of the Q-statistic was used to determine whether the
moderator contributed to the effect size variability. Both between (Qbetween) and within (Qwithin) group variances were calcu-
lated to determine whether they were statistically signiﬁcant. A signiﬁcant Qbetween indicates that there is signiﬁcant variability
between the levels of the categorical variable moderator, whereas a signiﬁcant Qwithin indicates that there is still signiﬁcant
variability within each effect size that is not being explained by the categorical moderator. For the quantitative moderators,
simple weighted meta-regression was performed for each moderator to examine how the moderator is related to the variation
in effect sizes across studies. (Hedges, 1994). A Z-test of the unstandardized regression coefﬁcient (bj) was used to determine
the statistical signiﬁcance. The comparison between the effect sizes for the Automatic and Inhibition conditions for the RTs
and for the Error scores of the Hayling task was also performed using the ANOVA-analog of the Q-statistic (random effects
model).
Publication bias was tested by means of constructing the funnel plots of the effect sizes. In this graphic, the effect sizes are
plotted on an x-axis, whereas the standard error is on the y-axis. When there is publication bias, the plot tends to be asymmet-
rical. Although funnel plots are helpful for exploratory purposes, they are limited because of the subjectivity involved in eval-
uating the shapes of the distributions. Thus, Egger’s test for publication bias (Egger, Smith, Schneider & Minder, 1977) was
calculated, as well as Duval and Tweedie’s (2000) trim and ﬁll procedure for imputation of lost studies from the funnel. In
addition Rosenthal’s fail-safe N (Rosenthal, 1995) was estimated, which provides an estimate of the number of unpublished
studies with non-signiﬁcant ﬁndings that would be needed to reduce a signiﬁcant mean effect size across studies to non-
signiﬁcance (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). A larger N indicates that greater conﬁdence can be placed in the signiﬁcance of the cur-
rent ﬁndings. All of these computations were performed using was Comprehensive Meta-Analysis software. The MOOSE
(Meta-analysis of Observational studies in Epidemiology, www.strobe-statement.org) guidelines were followed throughout
the entire meta-analytic process.
Results
Mean RT in the Automatic Section
Mean effect sizes and heterogeneity. Eight (10 data sets) out of 12 Hayling task studies reported the means and SDs of the
RTs in the Automatic section for older and young (control) groups. Table 2 shows the Hedges’ g effect sizes, the 95% CIs,
variance, and relative weight for each study, as well as the summarized effect size (and 95% CI). Because higher RTs on the
Hayling test indicate worse performance, a positive effect size (Hedges’ g) indicates a disadvantage for the older group,
whereas negative effect sizes show a disadvantage for the younger sample. As Table 2 shows, the overall effect size of age on
semantic inhibition, based on 10 effect sizes in the pool, was 0.81 (95% CI, 0.35–1.27, Z = 3.44, p < 0.01), indicating that
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older participants had signiﬁcantly longer latencies than the younger ones on the Automatic section of the Hayling test, and
that this effect is high according to Cohen’s criterion (Cohen, 1992). The Q-statistic was calculated and indicated signiﬁcant
heterogeneity in the studies’ effect sizes (Q(9) = 78.12, p < 0.01), and the I2 index (I2 = 88.48%) showed that 88.48% of the
variability in effect sizes can be attributed to something other than sampling error.
An inspection of the forest-plot (Fig. 2) showed that the study by Borella and colleagues (2011a) (set 2: individuals with
high WM) presented a small negative effect size of −0.03, and the study by Tournier and colleagues (2014) (the two data
sets) showed the largest effect sizes in the pool (see also forest-plot). After excluding these two studies from the calculation
of the overall effect size, a Hedges’ g value of 0.52 (95% CI, 0.33–0.71, Z = 5.30, p < 00.1) was obtained. The Q(6) value of
6.81 (p = 0.34) and the I2 value of 0% indicated no heterogeneity.
As there was signiﬁcant heterogeneity, an examination of moderator variables was performed. The results showed that the
test format was signiﬁcant (Qbetween(1) = 4.02, p < 0.05), although within-group variance was also signiﬁcant
(Qwithin(8) = 74.10, p < 0.01), indicating that the model may not be well speciﬁed, and that other moderator variables can
exist. The largest effect size was for the study by Tournier and colleagues (2014) (the two data sets). It is worth noting that
this study was the only one that used an adapted format with two-response choices instead of an open response. According to
the authors, this format was employed with the objective to the involvement of other non-inhibitory processes, such as antici-
pating the answer in the Inhibition section prior to hearing the sentence (especially when the unblocked format was adminis-
tered), by providing two alternative words from which the participant had to choose.
On the other hand, the moderator variable language of participants did not show a signiﬁcant relationship with Hedges’ g
(Qbetween(1) = 0.81, p = 0.36). For the quantitative moderators, a weighted simple meta-regression analysis was conducted for
Fig. 2. Forest-plot of latency responses in the Automatic section of the Hayling task. WM, working memory.
Table 2. Results of the meta-analysis for the response latencies in the Automatic section of the Hayling task
Study name Hedges’s g Variance 95% conﬁdence intervals Relative weight
Andrés and Van der Linden (2000) 0.31 0.04 −0.09–0.71 10.72
Bastin and Van der Linden (2003) 0.47 0.03 0.12–0.82 10.92
Belleville et al. (2006) 1.16 0.18 0.32–1.99 8.42
Belànger and Belleville (2009) 0.75 0.12 0.09–1.42 9.38
Collette et al. (2009) 0.48 0.05 0.04–0.92 10.54
Borellla et al. (2011a) (low working memory) 0.76 0.04 0.35–1.16 10.71
Borella et al. (2011a) (high working memory) −0.19 0.04 −0.57–0.19 10.80
Stites et al. (2013) 0.10 0.11 −0.54–0.73 9.53
Tournier et al. (2014) (blocked) 1.93 0.09 1.33–2.53 9.73
Tournier et al. (2014) (unblocked) 2.69 0.12 2.00–3.38 9.26
Overall 0.81 0.06 0.35–1.27
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each moderator, with Hedges’ g as a dependent variable. As expected, there was a statistically signiﬁcant positive relationship
between Hedges’ g and the “mean age” of the elderly samples (bj = 0.10, Z = 3.43, p < 0.01), and a negative statistically sig-
niﬁcant relationship with education (bj = −0.46, Z = −4.76, p < 0.01). This result indicated that, as the mean age of the
elderly sample increases, the effect size increases. On the other hand, as years of education increased, the effect sizes
decreased. The variable vocabulary was not signiﬁcant (bj = 0.01, Z = 1.05, p = 0.28).
Finally, it is worth noting that the study by Borella and colleagues (2011a) (Data set 1) employed participants who were
selected based on their high scores on WM (measured by an adaptation of the “reading span task”, Delaloye, Ludwig,
Borella, Chicherio & de Ribaupierre, 2008). It seems that, under these circumstances, older participants performed better than
younger ones. Although it is possible that higher than normal WM could moderate the differences between young and older
adults in their performance on the Hayling test, this meta-analysis cannot explore this possibility because the study by Borella
and colleagues (2011a) is the only one in the pool with these subject characteristics.
Finally, the presence of a publication bias in our results was examined by using the funnel plot (Fig. 3), which was moder-
ately symmetrical. Egger’s test for publication bias showed a value for the intercept (B0) of 8.22, with t(4) = 2.48, p < 0.05,
indicating signiﬁcance. On the other hand, the trim and ﬁll method imputed three studies, and the fail-safe N was 197, indicat-
ing that we would need to locate and include 197 null studies for the effect to be nulliﬁed.
Mean RT in the Inhibition section. Nine studies (12 data sets) compared the RTs of older and young individuals in the
Inhibition section. It should be noted that: (i) the study by Borella and colleagues (2011a) is the only one in the pool where
the sentences presented in the Inhibition section were the same ones presented in the Automatic section (instead of using a
different set of sentences in each section of the test, as in the classic procedure by Burgess and Shallice, 1997), but with the
instruction to provide an incongruent word to complete the sentence; and (ii) the article by Collette and colleagues (2009) re-
ported the RTs for the Inhibition – Automatic/Inhibition + Automatic formula, from which we derived the RT for the
Inhibition section. Table 3 shows the effect sizes, the 95% CIs for each study, and the summarized effect size for the total
pool of studies. As in the case of RTs in the Automatic section, higher RTs in the Inhibition section of the Hayling taskt indi-
cate worse performance, and a positive effect size (Hedges’ g) indicates a disadvantage for the older participants, while nega-
tive effect sizes show a disadvantage for the young participants. The signiﬁcant overall effect size Hedges’ g for eight studies
was 0.98 (95% CI, 0.52–1.44, Z = 4.15, p < 0.01), indicating that older participants showed worse performance on the laten-
cies in the Inhibition section of the test, and that this effect was high (Cohen, 1992). The Q value obtained indicated signiﬁ-
cant heterogeneity in the effect sizes of the studies (Q(11) = 106.06, p < 0.001), and the I2 index (I2 = 89.62%) indicated the
amount of this heterogeneity; that is, 89.62% of the variability in effect sizes can be attributed to something other than sam-
pling error. As in the case of the previous section (RTs in the Automatic section), an inspection of the forest-plot (Fig. 4) indi-
cated that, the studies by Borella and colleagues (2011a) (data set corresponding to participants with high WM) and Tournier
and colleagues (2014) showed the lowest and largest effect sizes, respectively, in the context of the other studies. After
excluding them from the analysis, the overall effect size was moderate (Hedges’ g = 0.63; 95% CI = 0.38–0.83, Z = 4.99,
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Fig. 3. Funnel plot for latency responses in the Automatic section of the Hayling task. The solid vertical line represents the weighted average effect size.
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p = 0.04), and I2 with a value of 51.28% indicated that the amount of heterogeneity decreased, but was still signiﬁcant accord-
ing to the Q-statistic, with a value of 23.96 (df = 9) (p = 0.02) (I2 = 66.61%).
As the homogeneity analysis was signiﬁcant, an analysis of moderators was performed, revealing that the language of par-
ticipants was signiﬁcant (Qbetween(1) = 52.20, p < 0.01), respectively, although the within-group variances were also signiﬁ-
cant (Qwithin(10) = 53.86, p < 0.01). The test format was not signiﬁcant (Qbetween(1) = 2.69, p > 0.05). For the quantitative
moderators, the meta-regression analysis showed a statistically signiﬁcant positive relationship between Hedges’ g and the
mean age of the elderly samples (bj = 0.10, Z = 3.30, p < 0.01), and a negative statistically signiﬁcant relationship with edu-
cation (bj = −0.40, Z = −3.47, p < 0.01). The variable vocabulary did not show a signiﬁcant relationship with the effect sizes
(bj = 0.30, Z = 1.48, p = 0.14).
As previously described, the publication bias was analyzed by inspecting the funnel plot (Fig. 5) and calculating Eggers’s
test, which was signiﬁcant (B0 = 8.11, with t(10) = 3.79, p < 0.01), suggesting publication bias. On the other hand, the trim
and ﬁll algorithm imputed zero studies and the fail-safe N was 356.
Error scores in the Automatic section. Table 4 shows the overall effect size (and CI) calculated across ﬁve studies (seven
data sets) that measured the error scores on the Hayling test in young and older groups, as well as the effect sizes of each
Table 3. Results of the meta-analysis for the latency responses in the Inhibition section of the Hayling task
Study name Hedges’s g Variance 95% conﬁdence intervals Relative weight
Andrés and Van der Linden (2000) 0.75 0.05 0.32–1.17 8.87
Bastin and Van der Linden (2003) 0.22 0.03 −0.13–0.56 9.10
Belleville et al. (2006) 1.56 0.21 0.67–2.45 7.08
Belànger and Belleville (2009) 1.46 0.14 0.73–2.19 7.76
Collette et al. (2009) 0.46 0.05 0.02–0.90 8.83
Borella et al. (2011a) (low working memory) 0.42 0.04 0.03–0.81 8.97
Borella et al. (2011a) (high working memory) −0.03 0.04 −0.41–0.35 9.00
Stites et al. (2013) 0.60 0.11 −0.05–1.25 8.05
Collette et al. (2014) (standard episodic memory) 0.43 0.08 −0.14–0.99 8.40
Collette et al. (2014) (strong episodic memory) 0.70 0.09 0.12–1.27 8.36
Tournier et al. (2014) (blocked) 2.72 0.12 2.03–3.41 7.90
Tournier et al. (2014) (unblocked) 3.09 0.14 2.35–3.82 7.70
Overall 0.98 0.06 0.52–1.44
Study name Hedges's g and 95% CI
Andres & van del Linden, 2000
Bastin, & van der Linden, 2003
Belleville et al., 2006
Belànger & Belleville, 2009
Collette et a., 2009 
Borella et al., 2011 (low WM)
Borella et al., 2011 (high WM)
Stites et al., 2013
Collette et al., 2014 (standard EM)
Collette et al., 2014 (strong EM)
Tourier et al., 2014 (blocked)
Tourier et al., 2014 (unblocked)
–4,00 –2,00 0,00 2,00 4,00
Favours older Favours young
Fig. 4. Forest-plot of latency responses in the Inhibition section of the Hayling task. WM, working memory; EM, episodic memory.
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study. It should be noted that: (i) in the study by Belànger and Belleville (2009),Q6 the scoring scale was reversed (compared to
what was used in the original task by Burgess and Shallice (1997), and therefore, the scores represent correct responses; and
(ii) the study by Stites and colleagues (2013) reported the number of correct responses. In both cases, these scores were con-
verted to errors to compute the effect size. The summarized effect size for the seven sets of data was 0.13 (95% CI, −0.20–
0.46, Z = 0.75, p = 0.46), indicating that the older participants performed worse, that is, they produced more errors than the
younger participants, although this effect is small and non-signiﬁcant. On the other hand, the Q-statistic indicated signiﬁcant
heterogeneity in the effects sizes of the studies in the pool (Q(6) = 17.23, p < 0.05, and I2 was 65.16%).
The forest-plot (Fig. 6) shows that the study by Stites and colleagues (2013) presented a higher (and negative) effect size
than the rest of the studies, with a Hedges’ g value of −0.83. It is should be noted that, in this study, the Hayling task was
administered to participants only for cognitive screening purposes, and little information is provided in the article about the
procedure used to administer the task. Thus, we cannot speculate about the reason for this result. After excluding this study
from the pool, a larger (but still not signiﬁcant) overall effect size of 0.24 (95% CI, −0.02–0.5, Z = 1.72, p < 0.05) was ob-
tained and all the studies in the pool became homogeneous (Q(5) = 8.83, p = 0.12, I2 = 43.39). No attempt was made to
study the possible effect of moderators because of the insufﬁcient number of studies in this pool, following the recommenda-
tion by Borenstein and colleagues (2009), or the publication bias (Higgins & Altman, 2008).
Error scores in the Inhibition section. A total of 11 studies (14 data sets) were computed in the analysis, where the measured
variable was the error score in the Inhibition section. In the case of the studies by Belànger and Belleville (2009), Borella and
colleagues (2011a), and Stites and colleagues (2013), correct scores were converted to error scores as in the previous section.
Table 5 shows the effect sizes (and CI) for each study in the pool and the summarized effect size. As this table reveals, a mod-
erate and signiﬁcant overall effect size of 0.55 (95% CI, 0.36–0.74, Z = 5.62, p < 0.01) was obtained, indicating that the older
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Fig. 5. Funnel plot for latency responses in the Inhibition section of the Hayling task. The solid vertical line represents the weighted average effect size.
Table 4. Results of the meta-analysis for the error scores in the Automatic section of the Hayling task
Study name Hedges’s g Variance 95% conﬁdence intervals Relative weight
Belleville et al. (2006) 0.25 0.11 −0.40–0.89 12.13
Belànger and Belleville (2009) 0.50 0.11 −0.15–1.15 11.99
Borella et al. (2011a) (low working memory) 0.00 0.04 −0.39–0.39 17.22
Borella et al. (2011a) (high working memory) 0.00 0.04 −0.38–0.38 17.38
Stites et al. (2013) −0.83 0.12 −1.49–0.16 11.76
Tournier et al. (2014) (unblocked) 0.83 0.07 0.31–1.35 14.55
Tournier et al. (2014) (blocked) 0.08 0.06 −0.42–0.58 14.98
Overall 0.13 0.03 −0.20–0.46
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participants produced more errors in the Inhibition section than the young controls. An analysis of the variability in the effect
sizes of the 14 data sets revealed heterogeneity, with Q(13) = 26.64, p < 0.01, and I2 = 51.21%.
As Fig. 7 shows, in the context of the other studies, the study by Tournier and colleagues (2014) (two data sets) presented
low negative effect sizes of −0.37 and −0.09, corresponding to the blocked and unblocked formats, respectively. These values
indicate that the older participants made fewer errors than the younger ones, in contrast to what is frequently observed. One
possibility for this result is the procedure used in this study. According to the authors, it was designed to reduce the age-
related decline in the strategies that participants (especially the younger ones) commonly used to accomplish the task on the
Inhibition section of the test, such as not paying attention to the sentence and anticipating the response. Additionally, the
authors suggested a cohort effect to explain these results, that is, the possibility that the young and older participants had dif-
ferent educational backgrounds, favoring the older group.
After excluding this study, the summarized effect size was moderate, with a Hedges’ g value of 0.69 (95% CI, 0.54–0.83,
Z = 9.54, p < 0.01). The values of Q(Q = 3.82, p = 0.97) and an I2 value of 0% indicated homogeneity of the effect sizes
from the pool of studies. Because there was heterogeneity, an analysis of moderators was performed, showing that the test for-
mat was signiﬁcant with (Qbetween(1) = 4.59, p < 0.05)Q7 (although the within variance was also signiﬁcant (Qwithin(8) = 18.86,
p < 0.01), as well as language (Qbetween(2) = 21.48, p < 0.01) (Qwithin was not signiﬁcant). On the other hand, the meta-
regression analysis showed a statistically signiﬁcant positive relationship between the studies effects sizes and vocabulary
(bj = −0.04, Z = −2.53, p < 0.01). The variables mean age of the elderly sample and education did not show signiﬁcant rela-
tionships with the effect sizes.
Study name Hedges's g and 95% CI
Belleville et al., 2006
Belànger  & Belleville, 2009
Borella et al., 2011 (low WM)
Borella et al., 2011 (high WM)
Stites et al., (2013)
Tourier et al., 2014 (unblocked)
Tourier et al., 2014 (blocked)
–4,00 –2,00 0,00 2,00 4,00
Favours older Favours young
Fig. 6. Forest-plot of error scores in the Automatic section of the Hayling task. WM, working memory.
Table 5. Results of the meta-analysis for the error scores in the Inhibition section of the Hayling task
Study name Hedges’s g Variance 95% conﬁdence intervals Relative weight
Andrés and Van der Linden (2000) 0.65 0.04 0.24–1.06 8.74
Bastin and Van der Linden (2003) 0.79 0.03 0.43–1.16 9.59
Belleville et al. (2006) 0.53 0.16 −0.25–1.32 4.22
Belànger and Belleville (2009) 0.81 0.12 0.14–1.48 5.25
Collette et al. (2009) 0.89 0.08 0.33–1.44 6.59
Morrone et al. (2010) 0.75 0.07 0.23–1.26 7.07
Borella et al. (2011a) (high working memory) 0.66 0.04 0.26–1.06 8.90
Borella et al. (2011a) (low working memory) 0.55 0.04 0.16–0.94 9.09
Stites et al. (2013) 0.32 0.11 −0.32–0.96 5.53
Wang and Su (2013) 0.63 0.06 0.17–1.10 7.82
Collette et al. (2014) (strong episodic memory) 0.96 0.09 0.37–1.55 6.14
Collette et al. (2014) (standard episodic memory) 0.64 0.08 0.07–1.21 6.36
Tournier et al. (2014) (blocked) −0.37 0.07 −0.87–0.13 7.32
Tournier et al. (2014) (unblocked) −0.09 0.06 −0.58–0.41 7.38
Overall 0.55 0.01 0.36–0.74
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In order to evaluate publication bias, the funnel plot was constructed (Fig. 8). In addition, Eggers’s regression was not sig-
niﬁcant, with B0 = −0.54, t(12) = 0.28, p = 0.38, indicating no evidence of publication bias. On the other hand, the trim and
ﬁll calculation yielded three imputed studies. The fail-safe N was 227.
Comparison of the Effect Sizes for the Automatic and Inhibition Conditions of the Hayling Test
Regarding the RTs, the results show (see the preceding sections) that the values of the effect sizes for the Automatic and
Inhibition conditions were both high (according to Cohen’s guidelines, Cohen, 1992) and very similar, with a difference of
less than 0.20, and their CIs overlapped considerably. On the other hand, the values of the effect sizes for the error scores cor-
responding to the Automatic and Inhibition conditions were larger (low and moderate, respectively, according to Cohen’s
guidelines), and their CI overlapped much less. Thus, it was consider necessary to statistically test whether these differences
in the effect size values between the Automatic and Inhibition conditions were signiﬁcant. Both between (Qbetween) and within
Study name Hedges's g and 95% CI
Andres & van der Linden 2000
Bastin & van del Linden, 2003
Belleville et al., 2006
Belànger & Belleville, 2009
Collette et al, 2009 
Morrone et al., 2010
Borella et al., 2011 (high WM)
Borella et al., 2011 (low WM)
Stites et al., 2013
Wang & Su, 2013 
Collette et al., 2014 (strong EM)
Collette et al., 2014 (standard EM)
Tourier et al., 2014 (blocked)
Tourier et al., 2014 (unblocked)
–4,00 –2,00 0,00 2,00 4,00
Favours older Favours young
Fig. 7. Forest-plot of error scores in the Inhibition section of the Hayling task. WM, working memory; EM, episodic memory.
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Fig. 8. Funnel plot for error scores in the Inhibition section of the Hayling task. The solid vertical line represents the weighted average effect size.
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(Qwithin) group variances were calculated yielding a value of (Qbetween(1) = 0.30, p = 0.58) (Qwithin(20) = 184.18, p < 0.01
was signiﬁcant). Thus, there were no signiﬁcant differences between Automatic and Inhibition conditions. Regarding the error
scores, we obtained (Qbetween(1) = 14.36, p < 0.01) (although the within variance was also signiﬁcant (Qwithin(19) = 43.87,
p < 0.01), indicating that the differences between Automatic and Inhibition conditions were signiﬁcant.
Q8 Discussion
A review of the literature that evaluated the performance on the Hayling task in younger and older adults showed that,
while some studies found statistically signiﬁcant age effects, others failed to reach statistical signiﬁcance, giving the appear-
ance of inconsistent results in this research ﬁeld. Thus, a systematic literature search and a quantiﬁcation of age-related differ-
ences in the performance on the Hayling test were conducted. Findings from this meta-analysis revealed that older adults
performed worse than young adults on the four measures of the Hayling test: RTs and error scores in the Automatic and
Inhibition sections. The magnitude of the age effect was larger for the latency responses (in both the Automatic and the
Inhibition sections) than for the error scores in both Sections. The overall effect size obtained for the latency responses was
high in both the Automatic (Hedges’ g = 0.81) and Inhibition (Hedges’ g = 0.98) parts, but this difference was not signiﬁcant.
On the other hand, the overall effect size for the error scores was low (Hedges’ g = 0.13) in the Automatic section and moder-
ate (Hedges’ g =0.55) in the Inhibition section, and this difference was signiﬁcant. This ﬁnding agrees with the research litera-
ture in the ﬁeld of cognitive aging, where slow of processing has been considered a central feature of the cognitive changes
associated with age, and its relationship with inhibition has been pointed out in some studies (Salthouse, 1991).
With regard to the error scores, the overall effect size in the Automatic section was small. This result agrees with what was
expected according to the ﬁndings reported in the literature. Moreover, some studies did not report this measure because of
ceiling effects (Andres et al.,Q9 2000; Bastin & Van der Linden, 2003; Collette et al., 2009, 2014; Morrone et al., 2010; Wang
& Su, 2013), as the task of completing the sentence with a congruent word when the sentence was highly predictable was
very easy for healthy older individuals (and younger ones). By contrast, in the Inhibition section of the test, adding an incon-
gruent word to a highly semantically constricted sentence is difﬁcult for older individuals because it requires the inhibition of
the overlearned automatic response. Congruently, the results of the present meta-analysis indicated that the magnitude of the
age effect on the error scores in the Inhibition section was moderate.
Furthermore, the four analyses (one for each measure on the test) indicated that there was heterogeneity in the effect sizes
of the studies in each of the four pools. In the case of the RTs (both in the Automatic and Inhibition sections), the heterogene-
ity in the effect sizes could be due to the inﬂuence of two studies that, in the context of the other studies, presented lower
(Borella et al., 2011a) and higher (Tournier et al., 2014) effect sizes. Both studies differed from the other studies in the special
characteristics of their experimental designs. On the other hand, in the Borella and colleagues (2011a) study, the effect size of
the data set corresponding to individuals with high WM was negative (although small), indicating a slight advantage of the
older participants, in contrast to the rest of the studies (and to the participants with lower WM in the same study). This study
used an extreme groups design, where the participants (both young and older) were selected based on their scores on a WM
task. Thus, one set of data from this study corresponded to participants with high WM (participants whose scores were in the
upper tercile), and another set of data corresponded to participants with low WM (participants in the lower tercile) (partici-
pants with scores in the second tercile were excluded). These types of participants were not used in the rest of the studies,
which typically used participants whose WM spans were in the middle range. On the other hand, the study by Tournier and
colleagues (2014) (both data sets) showed the highest effect size values in the pool, in the expected direction, (favoring the
younger participants). Based on the explanation given by the authors, one possible explanation for the high age effect sizes
on the RTs in both sections of the test found in this study, would be the use of a forced-response choice format (instead of
pronouncing the target word as in the rest of the studies). This type of response could be a disadvantage for older adults, com-
pared to younger ones because, they needed more time to respond, although processing speed was a variable that was statisti-
cally controlled in this study.
There was also heterogeneity in the studies’ effect sizes on the dependent measures of error scores in the Automatic and
Inhibition sections. It is interesting to note that, for the error scores in the Inhibition section, the two sets of data in the study
by Tournier and colleagues (2014) presented lower effect sizes than the other studies. In other words, the older participants
performed better than the younger ones. It seems that the procedure used to administer the Hayling task produced longer
response latencies (discussed above), but fewer errors. It should be noted that the objective of the study by Tournier and col-
leagues (2014) was to adjust the original task by Burgess and Shallice (1997) in order to keep younger participants from using
some strategies that improve their performance on the task, such as pre-selecting the incongruent word to complete the sen-
tence (according to the instructions given by the experimenter in the Inhibition section) before the sentence has been
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completely heard and processed. According to the authors, this strategy beneﬁts younger individuals more than older ones,
who do not seem to use these types of strategies (Lemaire, 2010). By asking the participants to respond by choosing between
two words, the use of this strategy was eliminated.
In addition to the format used to administer the test, some participant characteristics, such as language, years of education and
vocabulary, might affect the age effect size on the different measures of the Hayling test, although their effects were different on
each measure, making difﬁcult to draw conclusions. Further research with more studies would be needed to address this issue.
In conclusion, the observed heterogeneity in the effect sizes across studies appears to partly reﬂect methodological differ-
ences or participant characteristics. Thus, the results of the present meta-analysis suggest that it is important for researchers
and clinicians to select the procedure used to administer the test consider certain participant characteristics, such as WM
capacity. However, the potential role of this variable could not be examined in this meta-analysis because there was only one
study in the pool with this characteristic. Thus, the results of the present study represent an initial approach to the assessment
of the effects of aging on semantic inhibitory capacity, measured by performance on the Hayling test.
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